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REVIVING AN OLD HOAX 


It was not too many years ago that the Imstitute of Pacific Relations began their calculated 
“snow-job” on the Communist take over of China. This Red dominated outfit, aided by pro-Communists, 
left-wing liberals and hordes of dupes, pictured the new government as agrarian reformers whose in- 
terest was the peace and democracy of China. Using every means of mass communication and education, 
they pictured the Nationalist government as corrupt, dictatorial and wholly incompetent. 


Serving The Communist Conspiracy 

In its conclusions to the Hearings on the Institute of Pacific Relations 1951-52, the Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee said: ‘The net effect of IPR activities on United States public opinion has been 
such as to serve international Communist interests and to affect adversely the interests of the United 
States.” So effective was the IPR propaganda that we not only knifed one of America’s most loyal 
allies — Chiang Kai-shek, but we now face a projection of the Kremlin conspiracy in the Far East — 
the Red Chinese Communists. 


It is a pity that a nation cannot dispose of its experience for as much as it cost — our economic 
problems would be solved! From recent developments, it appears that we shall have gained nothing 
from the foolhardy China sellout. 


In an obvious effort to duplicate the indoctrination and education conquest of the IPR, a new 
whitewash organization has been formed entitled the Fair Play For Cuba Committee. The organization 
publishes a newsletter every two weeks which listed Joanne Grant, identified under oath as a leading 
Communist, as the secretary of the group. 


Fulton Lewis, Jr., in his Top of the News, January 10, 1961, said of Miss Grant: 


“She works in the United Nations on the Indian delegation, and she is so highly rated in the 
Communist Party that she was placed in charge of raising money to send a U.S. Communist delega- 
tion to the Seventh Youth Festival in Vienna in 1959. 


“In that capacity she worked closely with Nicolai Burov, Secretary of the Soviet mission to the 
UN and she herself attended the Sixth Youth Festival in Moscow two years before in 1957. 


“Following that, she went to Communist China in defiance of State Department orders and 
met with top Chinese Communists including Chou En-lai himself. It further has been testified that 





she met too, with Mao Tse-tung who normally never 
meets strangers under any condition.” 


An Ever-Growing Menace 


Following faithfully in the path of its predecessor 
—the IPR, The Fair Play for Cuba Committee is ac- 
tively engaged in propaganda wherever the gullible 
will listen or read. Dues-paying members are now re- 
ported to exceed 3,000 and chapters are operating on 
about 40 university and college campuses across the 
nation. 


It will be remembered that the Institute For Pacific 
Relations had in its august body some men of high- 
sounding titles and comparative distinction. The Fair 
Play For Cuba Committee is not to be outdone. While 
many of the king-pins have not yet revealed themselves, 
and many others never will, we do know of a few. 
There is C. Wright Mills, a professor at Columbia 
University and author of a pro-Castro book entitled 
Listen Yankee. In the book Castro is portrayed as a 
great hero, his revolution as an overwhelming success 
and the Cuban population as “enormously happy” un- 
der his dictatorship. 


Another Castro-Cuba booster is Vincent Hallinan, 
chief council for Communist labor leader Harry 
Bridges. Mr. Hallinan was the vice-presidential can- 
didate on the Progressive Party ticket eight years ago. 
He was also the only American lawyer observer at 
U-2 pilot Francis Powers’ trial in Moscow. Mr. Halli- 
nan has been a strong apologist for the Soviet Union 
and described himself as a Marxist-Leninist. 


A New York pathologist, Dr. Charles Santos, and 
a former Columbia Broadcasting Co. newsman, Robert 
Taber, are also members of the committee and are the 
key links in the chain between the bearded Cuban and 
a full page ad in the New York Times whitewashing 
Castro’s regime and allegedly revealing the real Cuba 
story. It is now known that the ad was actually financed 
by the Cuban government through Raul Roa, Jr., son 
of the Cuban Foreign Minister and employee of the 
UN. 


Blind Leaders of the Blind 


Dr. Robert G. Colodny, a history professor at the 
University of Pittsburgh, is one of the intellectuals who 
signed the Fair Play for Cuba ad and who is now 
under fire in his home state for this connection. Accord- 
ing to the Pittsburgh Press, Jan. 19, 1961, Dr. Colodny 
“believes Castro’s Cuba (is) just another case of ‘agra- 
rian reform.’” 


The newspaper article then devoted over 20 inches 
of copy space to the listing of Dr. Colodny’s Communist 
front affiliations. One of the most prominent was the 
Abraham Lincoln Brigade in which Dr. Colodny not 
only served but helped to operate. The Abraham Lin- 
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coln Brigade was cited as Communist controlled 
Attorney General Tom Clark, April 27, 1949. In th 
connection, the Pittsburgh Press said: 


“In November 1937 . . . the Communist Dai 
Worker listed Robert Colodny, of Chicago, as one ¢ 
the American students enrolled in the Spanish Repub 
lican Army who signed a telegram to the “Worke 
saying that American students in the Spanish arm 
would be the center of the American Student Unio 
‘campaign to aid Spain.’ 


“Dr. Colodny, in an interview with the Press sog 
after the U.S. severed diplomatic relations with Cubs 
said he believed Cuba may become ‘another Spaig 
which, he said, ‘was crucified by international inte 
vention.’” 


Dr. Colodny is co-chairman of the Pitsburgh Chap 
ter of the Sane Nuclear Policy Committee. See WEEK 
LY CRUSADER Vol. 1, No. 12. 


The Pittsburgh Press also said of Dr. Colodnyj 
record: 


“,.. on Feb. 16, 1951, the ‘Daily People’s Work 
published a story identifying Dr. Colodny as a ‘membé 
of a committee (formed) to direct the San Francise 
campaign of the American Peace Crusade .. .’ 


“The American Peace Crusade .. . has been liste 


by the House Committee as subversive. 


“Two years later . . . Dr. Colodny contributed 
message’ in a booklet entitled ‘We Pledge Peace, / 
Friendship Book.’ 


“The booklet was prepared by the America 
Russian Institute, of San Francisco, designated by th 
U.S. Attorney. General as a subversive organizatio 
seeking the overthrow of the United States Governmef 
by force and violence.” 


In Spite of This — Loyalty 


These are just a couple of the many Commu 
affiliations of Dr. Colodny. The irony of the whol 
situation came to the fore when Dr. Colodny was d 
fended by Dr. Litchfield, Chancellor of Pitt Universit 
Of Dr. Colodny, the Chancellor said, “We repeat thi 
we have found nothing substantive to date which causé 
us to doubt Dr. Colodny’s loyalty... . We deplore a 
forms of unfair and defamatory accusations levelé 
against any man. . . Such attacks are in reality attad 
on our democratic processes and freedoms and have mi 
place in a society such as ours.” | 


The same view was not held, however, by Pennsy 
vania State Supreme Court Justice Michael Musmanfi 
who said that he was amazed at Dr. Litchfield’s defens 
of Dr. Colodny. 


(See “HOAX” on Page 7) 
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An impartial analysis of patent, economic and elites events in the critical 
areas of the world, derived from confidential sources, with emphasis on facts 
that have not been made fully public. Editor: Major General C. A. Willoughby, 





U.S.A. Ret. MacArthur’s Chief of Intelligence 1939-1951. 


THE RUSSO-AMERICAN CONFLICT 


Reciprocal Russ-Am Withdrawals 


U.P.I. reports an interesting proposal by the Mon- 
tana Democrat (who is Majority-leader in the new 
Congress) which could have important repercussions 
on “gold-dollar” savings, the problem of “dependents” 
of American troops and the tensions of the current 
Russo-American conflict, in the explosive Mid-European 
area. 


Sen. Mike Mansfield proposed that the United 
States offer to cut its European troops roughly in half 
if Russia will do the same as a “rational step” toward 
normalcy and peace. 


He felt that because the “nawmerical imbalance” of 
European troops is weighted “overwhelmingly” in favor 
of Russia, the five U. S. divisions in Western Europe 
have “Jost real meaning” in terms of the N.A.T.O. 
shield concept. 


The Senate Foreign Relations Committee member 
believed that the significant meaning of U. S. troop 
commitment is “primarily a symbol” which he contend- 
ed “would be no less a symbol” if reduced. 


“One would hope, therefore,” he said, “that it would 
be possible to reduce our total commitments of forces 
in Europe by two or three divisions in turn for a Russian 
willingness to cut their forces in Hungary, Poland and 
Germany by a roughly proportionate number — say 
somewhere in excess of 10.” 


“That would be an important step toward easing 
tensions in Europe. It also would permit the Russians 
to reduce their armaments expenditures — which they 
are apparently anxious to do.” 


If Europeans felt their security weakened by a with- 
drawal of the American forces, “they are in a financial 
position now to strengthen their own military forces, 


and should do so.” 


The Senator emphasized his views as being personal 
and “not representing the Kennedy Administration.” As 
a war-tested professional, I would support his basic con- 
tention that the “shield is a relative fiction.” In articles 
and Congressional testimony (since 1955), I have 


The WEEKLY CRUSADER 


maintained that the front: Denmark-Switzerland is cru- 
cial and vulnerable. In these hearings, I have used a 
map (showing Russo-Allied troop dispositions) that 
speaks for itself — and Senator Mansfield: 











+ DEMILITARIZED ZONE BULGANIN'S PLAN 
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Allied and Soviet satellite troops face each other in the critical 
Mid-European area. These are ready divisions, triggered for action — 
except the American contingent which is handicapped by women and 
children, as in Korea, representing a burden for protection or re- 
moval when the shooting starts. The Berlin sector, an enclave in Red 
territory, is especially vulnerable. 


Note that the Allied divisions are dispersed: Greek or Italian 
units can hardly intervene along the Rhine. They will have their hands 
full along their own frontiers. As of 1959, the cards are heavily 
stacked in favor of the Soviets. The current ratio in strength is one 
to three against the Allies. 

In terms of mutual security, mutual aid, foreign aid (and other 
dishonest cliches designed to sugarcoat a bitter tax bill), the expendi- 
ture of approximately $25 billion (military items) in 14 years has 
only resulted in tactical and strategical failure, bordering on capitula- 
tion: “A ground war is unthinkable. . . 

The critical front (Denmark-Switzerland) has produced only 15 
to 16 ready divisions, exclusive of the American contingent, this is 
the Eisenhower-Gruenther-Norstad “shield” or “trip wire.” In com- 
parison, from 1945-1956 the Far East developed four times the num- 
ber of ready divisions (67) than Mid-Europe (16) at half the cumula- 
tive cost and for 1956-1957 at approximately one-eighth the unit cost 
per division. 
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Against this dismal background (essentially charge- 
able to European negligence in rearming in “conven- 
tional” units on a comparative scale with Red China 
and Russia), Mansfield’s proposal of “a reciprocal cut 
in forces” seems illusionary. What cut can be “offered” 
by a numerically inferior group (N.A.T.O. total: 45-65 
Divisions) vis-a-vis, the Red “bloc” of 175-225 Divi- 
sions. Even if limited to the Mid-European sector — to 
the ultimate “show-down” front: Denmark-Switzer- 
land, we have a discrepancy of 21 to 56 divisions, at 
best. Let the Russians cut their forces down to N.A.T.O. 
levels — which they are not immediately likely to do. 


The Mid-Evropean Impasse: 

Senator Mansfield’s proposal is more subtle than an 
optimistic assumption, more sophisticated than a Quix- 
otic tilting at Russian windmills. It aims at breaking 
a “deadlock” that centers around Berlin, around the 
whole “cellophane shield on the Russo-Allied front: 
Denmark-Switzerland.” I have said essentially the same 
thing, in appearing before Senator Haden’s “Commit- 
tee on Appropriations” H.R. 12619 March 1960. Sec. 
VII “Conclusions and Recommendations”; pp 599-601 
incl. Sub Par 10 (v) is pertinent, in the framework of 
Senator Mansfield’s thought (and obviously on the 
same track of reasoning), viz: 

10. The slow deterioration of N.A.T.O. along the crucial 
front: Denmark-Switzerland, the shrinkages in “ready” di- 
visions, the withdrawal of British and French forces, etc., 
indicate that the component nations can no longer afford 
independent military establishments that include exorbi- 
tantly expensive Air Forces, Navies and Nuclear Units. 
These deficiencies call for a re-allocation of arms and serv- 
ices, viz: 

a. West Europe to furnish primarily Infantry divisions 
and supporting arms: tactical air, etc. 

b. West Europe to employ intensively “expellee- 
refugee” manpower in organizing “International 
Brigades” and bolster its defense. 

c. The United States to furnish nuclear units and strategic 
air services only. 

d. The United States and Britain to furnish Naval support. 

e. To resolve the dangerous Berlin impasse, the Allies 

to offer Russia a conditional, mutual withdrawal 
of occupation forces from Berlin and from all of 
East Germany, the Berlin garrison to be replaced 
by West German troops with guaranteed access 
routes for supplies. Thus, Germans will confront 
each other in the Berlin tinder-box and possibly 
develop administrative and social adjustments of 
their regime. There are rumors that Milton Eisen- 
hower brought such a proposal from Russia. Ac- 
tually, it has been suggested by Senator Capehart 
several months ago. 

. This proposal will force Russia’s hand in a test 
of evacuating 22 Russian divisions from East Ger- 
many to Poland. The military posture of N.A.T.O. 
(such as it is!) remains unimpaired along the pres- 
ent East-West dividing line: Concurrently and 
rapidly, the Allies to mobilize to at least develop 
a defense posture equal to peace time standards 
of 1928 (90 divisions). 


an! 
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Progressive Implementation: 


It must be obvious that Senator Mansfield’s objec. 
tive is identical with the purposes of Section (v & vi) 
of Sub-Par. 10 (supra) and that the “resolving of the 
Berlin deadlock” is in keeping with the Senator’s larger 
project. I suggest, however, that the Senator’s general, 
overall purpose can be realized in progressive stages 
only, of which the Berlin proposal could become the 
opening gambit. 

Nevertheless, the “imbalance in opposing forces,” 
(already noted by the Senator) in the Mid-European 
area must be rectified in some fashion. It would become 
worse with even a partial American withdrawal. A 
relatively simple solution lies in Section (2) of Sub- 
Par. 10 —the organization of Expellee Formation, in 
the Russian pattern in the Spanish Civil War 1936. 
1939. In terms of the “flight of the gold-dollar” (an 
important element in Senator Mansfield’s reflections! ) 
it means “the partial substitution of expensive Ameri- 
can Units (Divisions) by inexpensive Expellee Forma- 
tions (Brigades). 


This proposal is not entirely new. It was developed 
in the 82d Congtess, 1st Session, January 6, 1951. It 
has a fairly complete legislative and fiscal basis. I cov- 
ered the subject in the American Mercury, November 
1957, in an article significantly entitled “How to Re. 
move the Tax Burden of Overseas Troops”; here follow 
partial extracts; the need for these measures is just as 
great in 1961 as it was in 1957. 


... We have seen Red propaganda drives sweep 
the West in tidal waves of Communist semantics and 
the gullible democracies snapping up phony phrases 
with the drooling eagerness of starving dogs. China 
went down to the tune of “Agrarian reform,” sponsored 
by the Institute of Pacific Relations and Agnes Smed- 
ley, protege of Harold Ickes and other Washington 
big-wigs. Europe was split at Potsdam and the war 
loot of millions sanctified by Alger Hiss’ artful blue- 
print of “United Nations.” Now “atoms for peace,” 
comes along with a “European demilitarized Buffer 
Zone,’ — “Coexistence between capitalism and slave- 
labor” and “Disarmament and mutual Inspection” by 
which Siberian wastelands are traded for pin-point 
American industrial targets. The Russians are still lead- 
ing and on the day of Armageddon, the atomic holo- 
caust will hit airfields, cities and populated centers but 
some infantry divisions will survive and they will move 
in on the devastated area, occupy and rule them. The 
continuous weakness of the West will not induce the 
Russians to forego their plans of global conquest. 

Rapaciously they are still hanging on to im- 
mense areas and millions of peoples, which Pots- 
dam tossed into their lap. 

It is the will to resist that is of importance. 
Impoverished Spain has stood the test, fought 
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and vanquished Russian agitators on her own 
soil in 1936-1939. She is an index of what can be 
accomplished on a shoe string. She has 11 front 
line divisions and can mobilize twice that num- 
ber in 30 days. The low unit cost per ready di- 
visions of Greece, Spain and Turkey are in a 
category that invites reappraisal of foreign aid. 


Refugee-Expellee Brigades 


The situation can be partially remedied by calling 
on the victims of Russian despotism to rally to the 
cause of N.A.T.O. and by utilizing the potential man- 
power within the ranks of millions of expellees who 
have a moral and physical grievance in the theft of 
their former homes. They are not “refugees” who have 
escaped something; they are “‘expellees” who have been 
driven out at the point of Russian bayonets. There are 
between 9 and 12 million expellees in Western Europe 
who are willing and able to furnish a reasonable per- 
centage for some military service. Even a modest five 
percent would produce between 450 and 600,000 men. 
Organized into national units, brigades or regiments, 
they could automatically strengthen the N.A.T.O. con- 
tingent in many ways; military and semi-military for- 
mations on lines of communications; as guards for de- 
pots and warehouses; in short, as “infantry,” the least 
expensive and ultimately indispensable of all military 
branches. 


If the infantry component of a division is set at five 
to six thousand men, we have here the makings of 90 
to 100 divisions, to bolster the sagging strength of 
N.A.T.O. They would also furnish a grim reminder 
to the Communist looters that there will be a day of 
reckoning. 


The global commitments of the United States, in 
forty-odd world localities, have become too heavy a 
burden on our tax system. The silent revolt of the tax- 
payer, slowly gathering strength, makes it imperative 
to tackle the monetary aspects of the problem. It is 
obvious that utilizing European manpower is cheaper 
than the maintenance of traditionally high standards of 
pay and emoluments of American services abroad. Im- 
mediate budget savings of 50 to 60 percent will prob- 
ably accrue, if the American Divisions are replaced 
progressively by Expellee-Formations. 


The use of International Brigades is not new. 
The Russians set the pace long ago and furnished 
a working model. They recruited Communist 
Brigades in the U. S., France, Italy and Great 
Britain, to fight in Spain, 1936-1939. They were 
eventually defeated through the military genius 
of Franco who inevitably became the perennial 
target of Socialist-Communist hatred and in- 
trigue, since that period. The American contin- 
gent was labeled: ‘Abraham Lincoln Brigade.” 
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Several attempts have been made in Congress over 
the years to establish such formations. 


1. 82nd Congress, 1st Session, January 6, 1951. 
S-238 introduced by Senators Lodge, Brewster, Hicken- 
looper, Ives, Mundt, Hendrickson, Hunt: “. . . To pro- 
vide for the enlistment of aliens in the Army of the 
United States for services outside the Continental United 
States in a Volunteer Freedom Corps and for other 
purposes. .. .” 


2. The American Legion, New Y ork National Con- 
vention, August 25-28, 1952: “... Resolution No. 596 
as provided under the M.S.A. of 1951 (that) $100,- 
000,000.00 to form national Military units of escapees 
from several Communist dominated countries. . . . The 
existence of such national military units would reduce 
the number of American troops required overseas . . . 
would strike at the basic weakness of the Communist 
tyranny, by undermining its hold on the people it has 
enslaved and cause large numbers in the Communist 
dominated Armies to have a will to turn against their 
oppressors and fight for freedom rather than accept 
slavery... .” 


3. The Hon. Charles J. Kersten, M.C. Amendment 
to the Mutual Security Act providing for the formation 
of National Military Units, Section 101 (a) Public Law 
165. Title 1; Section 401 etc. M.S.A. 1954 and 1956: 
“... Not to exceed $100,000,000.00 of the funds avail- 
able under this section may be expended for any selected 
persons .. . either to form such persons into elements 
of the military forces supporting the NATO or for 
other purposes... .” This operation for which $100,- 
000,000.00 was allotted (for the sixth consecutive 
time) has not been implemented while billions of tax- 
payers’ money were spent on less useful projects. 


It is only through such a change to realistic 
military tactics that the suffocating tax burden 
on Americans and our super-taxed home econ- 
omy can be relieved. We should prepare our- 
selves now for limiting the need for and employ- 
ment of American draftees in alien wars. 


The general argument was thus clearly foreseen, as 
far back as 1952—pbut nothing was done about it. 
The presence of Eisenhower in the White House, the 
prestige of S.H.A.F.E. stopped all military, recuperative 
proposals: Eisenhower (or any of his successors) was 
not likely to admit that the basic concept of N.A.T.O. 
had undergone vital changes. In 1949, N.A.T.O. com- 
manders requested 90 Divisions, which was a peace- 
time standard for the year 1928 —or any other year, 
in that period. This figure was successively scaled down 
to 60 Divisions (1952) then to 45 Divisions (1955) 
although the Soviet menace increased immeasurably in 
the meantime. None of these elastic requirements were 
ever met—except on paper and in annual parlia- 
mentary meetings. General Norstad finally settled for 
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an absolute minimum of 30 Divisions— an Aviator’s 
spurious estimate. Even that ridiculous figure has not 
been reached. In 1957, General Calmeyer, a Dutch 
delegate (who preceded Twining in soul searching), 
flatly admitted a “steady disintegration of N.A.T.O. 
ground forces.” He demanded “corrective measures” 
—all implying American deficiencies. The mid-Euro- 
pean ground forces have remained weak (15-20 divi- 
sions) for ten years running. This is an open acknow- 
ledgment of Europe’s failure to re-arm. To hold the 
U.S. responsible, however, is a piece of Gargantuan 
effrontery. 


The standard argument that Europe’s war-shattered 
economy did not permit re-armament is hyocritical non- 
sense. Both Russia and China were equally war-shat- 
tered but they developed powerful Armies — 175 and 
225 Divisions respectively, and on that basis alone en- 
gaged in the ruthless power-politics of military and nu- 
clear blackmail that netted them half the world. 


The European evasions are largely based on a 
political, intramural struggle between “butter and 
guns.” For example: the British defense budget has 
run to an average of four (4) billion dollars (1/10th 
the average annual military expenditures of the United 
States) but it was offset by calculated welfare-state 
spending to approximately the same amount. Free 
glasses and dentures will not stop the Cossack on the 
move. 

In direct support of Senator Mansfield’s shrewd 
and cold realistic observation “if Europeans felt their 
security weakened . . . they are in a financial position to 
now strengthen their own military forces,” etc., I invite 
the reader’s attention to the tabulation below which has 
the shocking implication that the European perform- 


ance as of 1959-60 only runs from 7% to 25% of a 
mobilization effort, in time of utter peace, notwithstand- 
ing the fact of the deadliest international menace in 


recorded history — the march of the Communist tyran-— 


ny, VIZ: 


The Decline in Western (NATO) Armaments 
Ready Divisions from 1914-1959 


Ref. Country WWI WWII 1928 1957 1959 Pct. 
Benelux 18 22 4.5 

United States 34 79 5 

United Kingdom i 4.5 

France 5 

Germany 3 

Italy © 8 

Spain 11 


Russia - 175 


SAW BROWN 


ELE 


SO Ee a: cs 


Compared with the output in the 1928 column, the percentage ~ 
performance for 1959 (last column) is totally inadequate and formed ~ 
the basis for General Calmeyer’s (1957) and General Twining’s q 


(1959) protests. 
1) Benelux was overrun twice in World Wars I and II. 


2) The U. S. has always had a modest peace establishment; the 3 


comparative percentage is thus not entirely valid. Our 
West Europe is arguable. Europe should be defended by Europeans. 


3) Britain plans to withdraw partially (and may still do so). 


“stake” in ~ 


The debacle of Suez showed that she is not prepared for overseas © 


expeditions. 


4) France, expected to furnish 12 divisions for NATO, has with- ~ 


drawn the bulk of her troops for employment in Algiers. 


a ( 
mobilization of reserves is normally fast, but will be delayed by 4 


nuclear attacks and serious damage to communications. 


5) Germany will arm to 12 divisions by 1961. She thus becomes ~ 
one of the mainstays of the NATO ensemble in Mid-Europe. In recog- © 


nition, German General H. Speidel has been designated commander 
in chief, Land-Cent (and actually commands American forces). Ger- 


many is extremely vulnerable to missile fire from East German and ~ 


Czech _ bases. 


6) The Italians can hardly intervene along the Rhine, along the f 
crucial NATO front (Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland). They will have ~ 


their hands full facing unreliable Communist Yugoslavia. 


7) Spain is not yet a full member of NATO. Her troops are ; 


available and vital naval and air bases are located in her territories. 





Radio Free Europe: Editorial Tendencies 


The “Ost Presussen Blatt’ (No. 50. Dec. 10/60), 
an important organ of East-German refugee-expellee 
groups, has picked up a recent incident connected with 
“Radio Free Europe” that is a direct challenge of the 
alleged “impartiality” of that American-subsidized radio 
station. There have been other and similar incidents 
(over the years) that are disturbing in the framework 
of desirable German-American relations — consider- 
ing that West Germany is expected to furnish the 
Strongest contingent (12 Inf. Divisions) of ground 
forces along the highly vulnerable N.A.T.O. front: 
Denmark-Berlin-Switzerland. The “incident” was con- 
firmed in a more extensive coverage of the “Sudeten 
Deutscher Artikel Dienst” (No. 24 Nov. 30/60) and 
the “Muenchner Abend Zeitung.” 

The report deals with a juridical process, in a 
“Labor Relations Court” in which “Radio Free Europe,” 
as plaintiff, proceeded against “one of their news ed- 
itors,” ordering his abrupt dismissal. The case was 
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settled (on the basis of an indemnity of D.M. 10,000, ~ 
“Radio Free Europe” being anxious to curb publicity). 7 
The reason for the dismissal appears to have been an © 


“tnter-office record,” 


in which this editor listed towns, — 


cities and villages under their pre-war German desig-— 


nations, though presently under transitory Polish Ad- ~ 


rs 


ministration. This whole matter affects the highly in-~ 
flammable business of Russian-Polish occupation of 7 
German areas. This listing was considered “an infringe- 
ment of internal peace as other working editors, of 
Polish nationality, considered this an insult.” Labor-— 
Judge Mr. Schatz remarked reasonably that this works — 


both ways, 
localities) could be considered an insult by workings 
editors of German nationality.” 


It is difficult for the average American to 
understand these volatile matters. “Radio Free 
Europe” has been under fire repeatedly, notably 
by Fulton Lewis (1955); their action seems un- 
warranted and appears to favor “Polish interests.” 
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“that the use of Polish names (for German 

















“HOAX” (Continued from Page 2) 


The Pittsburgh Press reported the Justice as saying: 


“It is astonishing to me how Dr. Litchfield ration- 
alizes and justifies whatever one of his professors may 
say against the United States and in favor of a govern- 
ment like Cuba which has killed American citizens, 
stolen American property and insulted over and over 
the nation which gave it liberty and independence.” 


The Pitt Chapter of the American Association of 
University Professors joined with Dr. Litchfield in 
defending the professor. In view of Dr. Litchfield’s 
condemnation of those who would question the loyalty 
of Dr. Colodny, the Justice said: 


“If it is democratic for Dr. Colodny to support 
Castro, why isn’t it democratic for someone to say a 
word in behalf of the much-maligned United States 
which gives to Dr. Colodny the best living that can be 
found anywhere in the world? . . . The advertisement 
for which Dr. Colodny takes responsibility states that it 
is not true that Cuba is a pro-Communist state... . 
Dr. Colodny would have to be deaf, dumb and blind 
not to know, even in April 1960, that if anyone lifted 
Castro’s beard he would find the Communist manifesto 
wrapped around his neck. Nor has Dr. Colodny repu- 
diated Castro since Castro publically wrapped his arms 
around the porcine, bolshevistic neck of Nikita Khrush- 
chev in as weird a demonstration as has ever been wit- 
nessed on the American shores.” 


An Investigation Is In Order 


As a result of the controversy on the Pitt professor, 
Pennsylvania State Representative John T. Walsh de- 
manded an investigation of State aided schools. Ac- 
cording to The Press the new State budget has ear- 
marked four million dollars of tax money for Pitt Uni- 
versity. Rep. Walsh is particularly interested in “anti- 
U.S.” sentiment in schools receiving State aid. 


An editorial in The Press hit clearly at the problem 
involved when it said: 


“There is much more involved here than the right 
of a teacher to hold his own opinions or the fuzzy 
issue of academic freedom which is invariably invoked 
when a teacher’s statements come under criticism. 


“Dr. Colodny has an unquestioned right, guaran- 
teed by the Constitution, to hold whatever views he 
wishes on any subject. But there is no provision of the 
Constitution or any law which guarantees him the right 
to propagandize his views while holding the sensitive 
position of teaching young people who may become 
the future leaders of the nation. 


“... Finally, our critics ignore the fact that the U.S., 
only a few weeks ago, broke off diplomatic relations 
(See “HOAX” Page 8) 


The WEEKLY CRUSADER 


NO COMMUNISTS 
IN CLERICAL ROBES?? 


The WEEKLY CRUSADER has printed a number 
of articles designed to show the Communist and Com- 
munist front affiliations of many of our nation’s clergy- 
men. This is not done with an air of “rejoicing when 
evil is done.” Because so many honest citizens are 
being misled by anti-American stooges masquerading in 
the respectable reputation of the Clergy, we discuss an- 
other of these religious imposters. 


Men of the Same Stripe 


The November 20, 1960 Communist Worker pub- 
lished a picture and an article concerning Dr. Willard 
Uphaus. At the time, Dr. Uphaus was in the Merrimac 
County Jail, Boscawen, N.H. The Worker urged its 
readers to write Dr. Uphaus. He typifies the type of 
“under-dog” whem the Communists like to champion. 
Dr. Uphaus was in jail because of his failure to co- 
operate with the Attorney General of the State of 
New Hampshire in an investigation of the Communist 
conspiracy. Even the left-wing Supreme Court rejected 
Dr. Uphaus’ appeal. 


Dr. Uphaus has been a member of the “Inter-Faith 
Committee” in New York City. The New York World 
Telegram Sun of October 5, 1951, noted that two- 
thirds of the members of this “Inter-Faith Committee” 
had been previously associated with Soviet inspired 
“peace” propaganda. In his book “The Cry is Peace,” 
Louis Budenz stated: 


“Together with their attempt to subvert women, 
and particularly mothers, the Communists, who are 
atheistic, use the cloak of religion to support their 
propaganda. In mid-1951 there occurred the ‘Inter- 
Faith Conferences and Meetings for Peace,’ the spon- 
sors of which were persons long connected with Com- 
munist fronts. The Executive Director of this ‘Inter- 
Faith Maneuver’ is Dr. Willard Uphaus.” 


The New Hampshire General Court Subversive Ac- 
tivities Report for 1955 had the following conclusion: 

“... it appears that his repeated association with, 
membership in, and sponsorship of Communist infil- 
trated groups and Communist Party members over 
many, many years, raises substantial questions as to the 
real purposes and objectives of “World Fellowship, Inc.,’ 
of which he is Executive Director.” 


A True American?? 


Herein is explained one of the reasons that the 
New Hampshire Attorney General was anxious to get 
a list of those attending this “World Fellowship” or- 
ganization meeting. 
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Dr. Uphaus holds a Ph.D degree from Yale Uni- 
versity, and, prior to 1934, taught and lectured at var- 
ious schools, colleges and institutions. In 1933 he went 
to work for the “National Religion and Labor Founda- 
tion,” and held that position until 1950 when he was 
discharged for his left-wing activities. He participated 
in the “Second World Peace Congress,” in Poland 
1950. The HCUA described the congress as “an arena 
in which Communists and their fellow travelers vied 
with each other in vilifying the democratic nations, 
particularly the United States, and glorifying the Com- 
munist dictatorship.” 


What is Uphaus doing now? According to the 
Worker, Jan. 22, 1961, Uphaus is the new co-chairman 
for the National Committee For The Protection of 
Foreign Born. The California Committee on Un- 
American Activities, Report, 1948 said of this com- 
mittee: 


“Cited as a Communist front. . . . It devotes much 
of its efforts to protecting foreign-born Communists. 
There is no evidence or record where this organization, 
its successors, or similar fronts ever attempted to pro- 
tect a foreign-born anti-Communist.” 


The Worker, Jan. 8, 1961 credited Dr. Uphaus 
with heading a protest rally in Washington on January 
2, demanding abolition of the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities. 


It appears that Dr. Uphaus’ stint in jail in no way 
purged him of his penchant for Communist affiliated 
activity. 





“HOAX” (Continued from Page 7) 


with the Castro regime for which Dr. Colodny acts as 
apologist, for reasons that appeared valid to our Presi- 
dent and our State Department, who accused the Castro 
regime of ‘a long series of harassments, baseless accusa- 
tions and vilification.’ 


“Does a scholar, even one cloaked in the mantle of 
academic freedom, not have a duty to see the facts 
whole and straight and to understand the policies of 
the Government of his own nation as well as those of 
the nation he chooses to defend? We believe that, in 
justice to his university, his students and his fellow 
citizens — and in the cause of learning — he has such 
a duty.” 


A House Cleaning Needed 


On Monday, January 19, 1961, Senator George 
Smathers of Florida recommended a complete house 
cleaning of the U.S. State Department. His move was 
prompted by the U.S. support of Castro which allowed 
him to come to his present position of power in Cuba 
despite warnings and protests of U.S. Ambassador to 
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Cuba, Earl T. Smith. It is known that Smith’s warnings, 
and those of Arthur Gardner—the Ambassador pre- 
ceding him, never got past Assistant Secretary of State 
Roy Rubottom and his assistant William Wieland. 


A good house cleaning is needed—there is no 
question about that. But why stop at the State Depart- 
ment when men like Dr. Colodny, C. Wright Mills, 
and others of their breed are allowed to teach anti- 
American propaganda in schools supported by tax 
funds? All too many parents have sent their sons and 
daughters to their Alma Mater or other heretofore 
reputable institutions of higher learning only to find 
that they have been brainwashed with the Marxist class- 
warfare hatred of free enterprise and have been sold on 
the foolish and selfish theory that their fellow citizens 
owe them a living. 


Not only the professors have done their subtle (and 
sometimes not so subtle) work, but textbooks too, are 
in many cases anti-American. One of the textbooks 
found in many American colleges and universities is 
International Politics by Frederick L. Schuman. This 
textbook clearly implies that Red China is belligerent 
toward the United States only because this nation has 
interfered with Chinese Communist aims which the 
author apparently considers legitimate— such as the 
enslavement of a few million more innocent souls. 
The author, Frederick Schuman has a record of join- 
ing over 30 Communist fronts. Are these the best 
qualifications we can demand in men who write our 
history books? What shall we then expect of our youth 
who graduate from an indoctrination such as this? 


Or take the case of Professor Richard W. Van 
Alstyne of the University of Southern California who 
said that American history was founded on a myth. 
Perhaps the version of American “history” now being 
prepared by the Communist Party would be more au- 
thentic in the esteemed opinion of Prof. Van Alystyne? 

Yes, a good house-cleaning is most certainly needed! 





READ READ READ READ 


Collectivism On The Campus 


The Battle for the Mind in American 
Colleges’ - by E. Merrill Root 


In a style so lively that the massive documentation is seldom 
apparent, Professor Root builds an appalling case against 
what he calls the collectivist-minded monopoly in higher edu- 
cation. This is the story of how the colleges and universities 
of America have been and still are dominated by 
Fabian Socialists. 


404 pages - - - $5.00 


Order TODAY from 


Christian Crusade - Tulsa 2, Okla. 





FEBRUARY 17, 1961 





att 


tha 
in 
rev 


the 
phe 


